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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)E3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR Id 14 

I. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 2/21/06 has been entered. Accordingly, the 
objections applied in the previous Final Action are hereby withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

II. Applicant's arguments filed 2/21/06 have been fully considered but are unpersuasive. 
Applicant argues that Kunkel fails to provide a web page channel to a plurality of 

subscriber televisions. Applicant goes on to argue that "...there is no suggestion that the 
individual's interaction with the interactive system will provide programming to other 
subscribers." (Appl. Response, Pg. 13). The Examiner disagrees and will provide his reasoning 
below. 

Kunkel does provide a web page channel to a plurality of subscriber televisions. At 
Column 1 Ln. 61 -Column 3 Ln. 18, Kunkel teaches how his system allows any subscriber to 
select any channel on which to receive web content. These "web page channels" can be 
requested by any subscriber desiring to view content related to his or her tuned channel. Thus, 
each subscriber can receive a web page channel. 



NFR - Pg. 2 of 10 



Application/Control Number: 09/848,812 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2623 

Yet, the Examiner does agree Kunkel does not appear to suggest a single subscriber's 
interaction with the system will provide programming to other subscribers. However, 
Applicant's claims are not tailored to require such an interpretation either. Applicant's claims 
require the web content to be sent via a television channel that can be separately selected by any 
of the subscribers. This requirement can be read any number of ways, however the Examiner 
will discuss only two: (1) a single web channel is sent, wherein a plurality of subscribers can 
view the single channel simultaneously (i.e., just as a broadcast television channel), or (2) each 
user can individually request the web content via a channel (i.e., just as with video on demand). 
Although Applicant appears to argue the first interpretation, it would be reasonable to argue 
either. The Examiner opines that Kunkel is parallel with the second interpretation because each 
user is allowed to "separately select" any channel and receive web content — just as in a video on 
demand environment. 

The Examiner understands what Applicant is attempting to convey with his claim 

! 

language, however the claims, as amended, are not sufficiently tailored to require such a narrow 
interpretation. The Examiner would suggest Applicant include some language claiming a " single 
web channel " which can be " simultaneously " viewed by a plurality of subscribers. This would 
appear to read around Kunkel, thus overcoming the present rejection, (however, the Examiner 
reserves the right to reconsider Kunkel once any amendments are made). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

) 

j 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

F 

NFR - Pg. 3 of 10. 



Application/Control Number: 09/848,812 



Art Unit: 2623 



Page 4 



III. Claims 1, 6, 10, 14, 17, 29, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kunkel et al (US Pat. No. 5,961,603). 

As to Claim 1, Kunkel discloses a web content server located at the headend which 
includes a browser, image capture module, and an image compressor. The web pages are 
delivered via a bi-directional communication link containing a plurality of channels. Regarding 
the amended portions of Claim 1, the Examiner incorporates the "Response to Arguments" 
discussion. (Abstract; Col. 1, Ln. 13-22; Col. 1, Ln. 43-Col. 2, Ln. 8; & Col. 2, Ln. 41 -Col. 3, 
Ln. 18; Col. 7, Ln. 4-39; Col. 12, Ln. 63-col. 13, Ln. 28). Accordingly, Kunkel et al anticipate 
each and every limitation of claim 1 . 

Claims 10 and 17 correspond to Claim 1. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed. 

As to Claim 6, Kunkel further discusses the use of a multiplexer, which multiplexes 
images onto digital channels. (Col. 4, Ln. 23-30; Col. 5, Ln. 27-43; Col. 9, Ln. 8-16). 
Accordingly, Kunkel et al anticipate each and every limitation of claim 6. 

Claim 14 corresponds to Claim 6. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

Claim 30 is encompassed by Claim 6. (Col. 7, Ln. 40-58 disclose a modulator). Thus, 
each is analyzed and rejected as previously discussed. 

The limitations of Claim 29 are encompassed by those of Claims 1 and 6. Thus, it is 
analyzed and rejected as discussed therein. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

IV. Claims 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 11 5 12, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21-25, 31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kunkel et al in view of Bates et al (US Pat. No. 5,907,681). 

Claim 2 recites the television headend of claim 1, and limitations too numerous to recite 
herein, (please refer to claim sheet). As discussed above, Kunkel anticipates each and every 
limitation of claim 1, and further discloses the use of channel maps and associated URL 
information (i.e., set up records), which allow the system to deliver (i.e., generate) the web 
content, (contained in cited portions used to reject claim 1). But, Kunkel fails to disclose the use 
of a reload interval. However, within the same field of endeavor, Bates et al disclose a similar 
system which teaches the use of a reload interval used to define the corresponding interval for 
reloading a webpage. (Abstract; Col. 1, Ln. 8-29, & Ln. 54-Col. 2, Ln. 14; Col. 3, Ln. 50-Col. 4, 
Ln. 15). The reload interval can be specified (i.e., controlled) by the user, provider, or be 
dependent upon the specified URL update schedule. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in this art at the time of Applicant's invention to combine the systems 
of Kunkel and Bates, thereby providing a technology that enables automated, flexible, and 
efficient refreshing of internet webpages. 

Claims 11, 18, and 31 correspond to Claim 2. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed. 
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The limitations of Claim 3 are encompassed within the limitations of Claims 1 and 2. 
Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as discussed therein. 

Claims 12 and 19 correspond to Claim 3. Thus each is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed. 

Claim 5 recites the headend of Claim 1 , further comprising limitations too numerous to 
recite herein, (refer to claim sheet). As discussed above, Kunkel anticipates each and every 
limitation of Claim 1 , and therefore must inherently contain a "script" which corresponds to the 
upload interval. But, Kunkel does not specifically discuss the use of a "frame" portion. 
However, Bates discusses a number of well-known web browsers such as Netscape Navigator® 
and Internet Explorer®, which both contain "frame" browsers. (Col. 1, Ln. 21-29). 
Accordingly, the combined systems of Kunkel and Bates disclose all limitations of Claim 5. 

Claim 7 recites the headend of Claim 1, further comprising limitations too numerous to 
recite herein. Claim 7 is a combination of limitations recited in Claims 1 and 2, further adding a 
limitation to a database and a graphical user interface. In addition to the cited portions used to 
reject Claims 1 and 2, Kunkel further discloses the use of a headend database (Col. 3, Ln. 10), 
but fails to specifically recite the use of a graphical user interface. However, Bates teaches the 
use of such an interface, which allows the user to update reload interval. (Col. 1, Ln. 22-29). 
Accordingly, the combined systems of Kunkel and Bates disclose all limitations of Claim 7. 

Claims 15, 22, 24, 25, and 32 correspond to Claim 7. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected 
as previously discussed. 

The limitations of Claim 8 are encompassed within the limitations of Claim 7. Thus, it is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed. 
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Claims 16 and 23 correspond to Claim 8. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

Claim 21 mirrors the language of Claim 6. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as discussed 

therein. 

V. Claims 4, 9, 13, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kunkel et al in view of Bates et al as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Seazholtz et 
al (US Pat. No. 5,812,786). 

Claim 4 recites the headend of Claim 1, and limitations too numerous to recite herein, 
(please refer to claim sheet). The limitations of Claim 4 are combinations of limitations recited 
in Claims 1 and 2, further adding a limitation addressed to a channel bit rate parameter. As 
discussed above, the combined systems of Kunkel and Bates disclose all limitations of claims 1 
and 2, but fail to disclose the use of a channel bitrate parameter. However, within the same field 
of endeavor, Seazholtz et al disclose a similar system which allows for the control of a variable 
data transmission rate (i.e., bit rate). (Abstract; Col. 2, Ln. 62-64; Col. 11, Ln. 10-51; Col. 14, 
Ln. 22-Col. 15, Ln. 1 1). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
this art at the time of Applicant's invention to combine the systems of Kunkel, Bates, and 
Seazholtz in order to provide a system which supports a variety of transmission rates and 
services. 

Applicant argues that the Seazholtz reference does not teach or suggest the Applicant's 
"novel" setup records. (Applicant's Response, Pg. 23). Applicant goes on to argue Seazholtz 
discloses subscriber control of ADSL modem line rates, which, in Applicant's opinion, is not a 
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channel bit rate parameter. The Examiner does not agree. At Column 2, Ln. 62-64, Seazholtz 
explicitly states u [a]nother object is to either automatically control bit rate or mode by the CO or 
selectively control bit rate or mode by the subscriber." Accordingly, the Examiner maintains 
the application of the Seazholtz reference. 

Claims 13 and 20 correspond to Claim 4. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed. 

Claim 9 recites limitations which are combinations of limitations recited in Claims 4 and 
7. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as discussed therein. 

VI. Claims 26-28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kunkel in 
view of Leak et al. (US Pat. No. 6,182,072). 

The limitations of Claim 26 are encompassed by those of Claim 1 . In addition, Claim 1 
further recites the system can display a slide show of web pages. But, Kunkel fails to disclose 
such a structure. However, within the same field of endeavor, Leak et al disclose a similar 
WebTV® system which allows a user to view a slide show of web pages. (Astract; Col. 6, Ln. 
25-36; Col. 7, Ln. 44-53). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in this art at the time of Applicant's invention to combine the systems of Kunkel and Leak, thus 
providing a user with a number of web pages without having to specifically locate or request 
those pages. 

The limitations of Claim 27 are encompassed within those of Claim 2. For the sake of a 
simpler rejection, the Examiner takes Official Notice that, at the time of Applicant's invention, 
the limitations of Claim 27 were notoriously well-known in this art, as evidenced by Bates et al 
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US Pat. No. 5,907,681, (i.e., the rejection of Claim 2 is incorporated here). Accordingly, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in this art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to modify the combined systems of Kunkel and Leak, thereby providing a technology 
that enables automated, flexible, and efficient refreshing of webpages. 

The limitations of Claim 28 are encompassed within those of Claims 24 and 25. For the 
sake of a simpler rejection, the Examiner takes Official Notice that, at the time of Applicant's 
invention, the limitations of Claim 28 were notoriously well-known in this art, as evidenced by 
Bates et al. (i.e., the rejection of Claims 24 and 25 are incorporated here). Accordingly, the 
modified systems of Kunkel and Leak disclose all limitations of Claim 28. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jade O. Laye whose telephone number is (571) 272-7303. The 

examiner can normally be reached on Mon. 7:30am-4, Tues. 7:30-2, W-Fri. 7:30-4. 

I 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

I 

i 

supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (571) 272-7331. The fax phone number for the 

/ 

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

i 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Examiner: Jade O. Lave 
Initials: ^)C-^ 
April 22, 2006. 
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